Hyatts town, lid. 2073 L 
May 11, 1966 

Mr. /’rthur Cohen 

Vice President and Editor- In- Chief 

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 

383 Madison Avenue 
Hew York, New York 10017 

Dear Mr. Cohen: 


There are several Inaccuracies in your brochure announcing Mark La n e ' <= 
book which I respectfully call to your attention with the "request that 
you correct them in She printed book. 

In Mr. Lane's statement he says of the FBI report that ho is the first 
to quote it. He implies he is the first to do so in print. Both are 
incorrect. You will find it on -cage 195 of ray private - ] v printed boo'*' 
WHITLWSHj GETS REPORT OH THE WAR HE!! REPORT. This book was complete din 
Mxd_February 1965. The first, limited edition appeared in August of 
ohat yeaf and the revised edition was in the hands of the printer the 

month r. Lane cl — uns that he Lt ■# <? *-* #*■# ^ +• w — l. — ^ . 

fied. 


discovered 


the report had been declass!- 


Actually, no one was first to quote this report for it was "leaked” to 
the press. My receipt for photocopying Is dated the month before Mr. 


- ^ # ~ O ~ ^ 

Lane s aiscpvery my book more than a year earlier 
•hho uu« ~ ___ r , _ 


w a a no [j 


the one who discovered” the report had been declassified. 

Hugh Trevor-Roper's statement that Mr. Lane is "the” advocate is like. 
Wj_se not co rre c u . nis exact words at the end of his Introduction are 
...the advocate for the other side must be heard. That advocate is 
M -u . ^ Lane. without cioub i>, Mr. nape is an auvocate for "the other side" 
although I think i» Is less than precise to suggest the other side is * 
but a belatea defense of Oswald. Uor do I believe Mr. Lane should suf- 
fer because he was the one who received income from tils advocacy the 
one who had a staff and committee working for him. He, as am. I, is’ but 
one among, a number. I prefer to believe the motivation of most of us is 
broader than the defense of the murdered accused, that it is the defense 
of the democratic socle ty. 

May j also suggest an umairness 1 do not believe the eminent .historian 
Intends in singling out the Chairman ''who never failed" to attend the 
meetings of the Commission and saying, "It is clear the bulk of the "work 
fell upon uhe Chairman 1 This points the finger of blame and responsi- 
bility at the Chairman where, in my belief at least, it should not ooint. 
it Is inaccurate in that the 'bulk of the work" fell on the staff and 
mo o t 01 uhe evidence was taken out# of the "presence of the Commission. 

If one may Invoke ^history against a historian, I say history will fault 
Mr. Trevor-Roper for singling out the Commission and its Chairman and 
virtually ignoring the staff, which traditionally always does "the bulk 
of the work" in such inquiries. 



Mr. Cohen 


p 


I do hope you will 
you do in its blurb 
national history. 


tind it possible l,o say otherwise in the booic than 
> i'or this is one ox’ the most serious subjects in our 
x/g should oe looking for neither heroes nor goats. 

Sincerely yours. 


Harold •<ei sberp ■ 



